MARLBOROUGH
felt the thrust of definite and formidable resistances to his
onward career. He was dissatisfied in the midst of his
triumphs, and turned a baleful eye towards the quarter from
which he knew he had been thwarted. In 1668 he had re-
coiled from Belgium to prepare the punishment of Holland,
In 1678 he recoiled from Holland to prepare the punishment
of Danby. This was an easier matter.
That Minister's hour of reckoning had now come. Hostile,
jealous forces had been gathering against him during his four
years of power, A strange loose combination of Whigs under
Shaftesbury, of Dissenters, of Catholics, and of malcontents
under Arlington, was fostered by Barillon into an Opposition,
and fed, like Charles, with French gold. It was found that
" c Church and King/ in the sense of exclusive Anglicanism
and unfettered monarchy, had ceased to be possible, when a
Protestant Church was governed by a King with a Catholic
policy/' *
Already before Nimwcgen the sinister figure of Titus Gates
had begun to present himself to the Council at White-
hall, weaving out of much fact and more falsehood the
monstrous terror of the " Popish Plot." Danby tried for
his own ends to exploit the plot agaixist the Duke of York
and thus turn the lightning from himself. It was too late.
The Anglican champion became the victim of the " No
Popery! " cry. All England was already agog with passion
when Louis launched his thunderbolt against the Minister.
Montagu was the tool. This Ambassador had fallen in with
Barbara, Duchess of Cleveland, in her Paris sojourn, had
at first consoled her by becoming her lover, but had later
transferred his affections to her eldest daughter. The Duchess,
doubly indignant, had written revengefully to Charles.
Montagu, who hurried back to London to defend himself,
was dismissed summarily from his office. He forthwith
offered himself willingly to the bribes of Louis.2 For
100,000 crowns he would expose the financial skeletons of
1  Keith Felling, History of the Tory Party, 1640-17x4, p. 174.
2  For various versions of the Montagu-Cleveland incident see Ormond Papers,
H.M.C., iv, 441-445 ; Bath Papers, HMC., ii, 166.
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